Does the concept of societal complexity refer to a single dimension? Data have been gathered from a sample of forty-eight societies and scored according to Guttman's scalogram analysis. Six out of eight variables tested vary systematically and constitute an acceptable scale. This is ernpirical evidence for the relevance of societal complexity. The study demonstrates a technique for testing polar ideal types which allows the investigator to determine whether or not they are empirically based.
Among pairs of polar ideal types, one of the early and best known is T6nnies' Gemeinsckaft and Gesellsckaft, terms by which he characterized two types of social organization.2 Durkheim made a similar distinction in contrasting solidarite m&ecanique with solidarite organique.3 Contrasts have been drawn between sacred and secular societies,4-Robert E. Park, in his lectures in the twenties, contrasted sacred and secular societies-culture and civilization,' kinship and territory,6 and more recently stated in the folk-urban continuum7 and in the dichotomy, tradition-directed and otherdirected types of character.8 These, a few of many similar distinctions, are polar ideal constructs, differing only in the emphasis which each places on some specific aspect of social patterning. They make the same basic distinction and consequently will be considered in the present analysis as concepts referring to societal complexity.
Some writers have argued that these concepts imply empirical relationships;9 others that they are distortions, albeit voluntary, of them. The latter writers would hold that, if these concepts have any utility whatsoever, it would be merely to sensitize observers.'0 It is the judgment of the present authors that there is a measure of truth on both sides and that this seemingly, irreconcilable argument can be resolved through examining the nature of ideal typologies. First, such a typology "ordinarily connotes a plurality of correlated characteristics."" For example, geographical isolation, importance of kinship, and undifferentiated labor are presumed to be correlated in the folk so-ciety. The correlation among these characteristics, or, more precisely, among the indexes of them, is an empirical matter. To be sure, the degree of correlation is frequently registered in an impressionistic, intuitive, even unwitting, manner rather than by formal operations. Second, the capacity of the typology to sensitize observers may be increased by assuming that pure cases exhibit extreme values, which constitutes the (voluntary) distortion, and to this extent the ideal typology departs from "reality."
This discussion does not solve the methodological problem. Criteria must be provided for accepting or rejecting a typology on the basis of the observed intercorrelations among its indexes.
Societal typologies involve the assumption of systematic differences among societies in a number of variables and thus of systematic variation among the variables themselves.'2 In the language of factor analysis, their interrelationship is described by the single-factor model; in scale analysis by the model of unidimensionality. Here, then, is a proposition amenable to empirical test: To what degree, if any, can the typology of societal complexity be shown to be a single dimension? If the model is consistent with the data, a set of cultural variables should vary systematically together as a continuum of a single underlying attribute. If, on the other hand, the model does not apply, then no empirical basis can be provided for the typology in question; it is a concept without a referent.
The aim of the present study is to select a set of societal variables regarded as registering societal complexity, to determine whether or not they constitute a single dimension, and hence to ascertain whether there is empirical evidence of a unitary attribute, societal complexity. The Guttman technique of scale analysis, which was employed,"3 permits three possible outcomes: a single scale or quasi-scale; two or more scales; or no systematic interrelationships at all. Only the first possibility would lend support to the hypothesis.
Developed for the study of attitudes, the Guttman technique involves the systematic ordering of complex qualitative data. It is reasonable to suppose that the scaling model may be as helpful in cross-cultural research as in the investigation of attitudes.
Selection of variables for this study raised some special problems. Some of the criteria for classifying societies as to complexity are ambiguous. It would be difficult to rank societies, for example, according to their degree of in-group feeling. Many of the terms employed in the ethnographic reports which are the only source of data are vague, making it difficult or impossible to compare their data. Therefore, variables were sought which the ethnographers would report with the minimum of interpretation. Eight such variables have been used. They have been dichotomized, and one category (designated b in Table 1 ) is construed as representing less complexity, while the other (designated a) represents greater complexity (see Table 1 ).
The characteristics treated in Table 1 cover in relatively unambiguous terms many of the major aspects of culture. The list is certainly not exhaustive, nor is it a random sample. However, Guttman has pointed out that such sampling is unnecessary in scale analysis, since demonstration of unidimensionality guarantees that all items represent a single universe.'4 It is necessary only that the items all be drawn from a single universe-in this case, the various conceptions of societal complexity-and that they do not cluster at a single point along the continuum.
In sampling societies, there are two major difficulties. In the first place, the universe of man's societies, past and present, is unknown. Furthermore, there are known societies upon which no reliable data are available. Therefore, a random sample of societies would undoubtedly include some lacking adequate information for research. Second, Boas and others have stressed the hazards in selecting societies which have been in contact with each other;'5 they are no longer independent, and similarities among them could result from diffusion.
In order to insure independence and increase applicability, the sample was chosen to make the most of cultural variability. The forty-eight societies were selected by the procedure reported by Professor G. P. Murdock."6 The societies suggested by Murdock represent most major culture areas of the world, and their geographic and historical heterogeneity should certainly assure variability (Table 2) .
Data were obtained from the Cross-cultural Survey and the Human Relations Area Files. Since an effort had been made to employ only relatively unambiguous variables and to require only dichotomous judgments and since, therefore, there was little room for the exercise of discretion, the reliability of ratings was not estimated. A schedule consisting of eight simple dichotomies was devised; so the investigator was required only to look under the appropriate classification and ascertain the facts, as, for example, whether the Koreans had a written language or not or whether the Aranda used a symbolic medium of exchange.
Application of Guttman's scaling model to the data did not yield a perfect scale. negative, and the two offending items were dropped, whereupon the remaining six formed a nearly perfect arrangement (Table  3) . While reproducibility was not perfect for the six items, there were only nine scale errors, and the resulting array closely approximated the model.
Since scalability was not perfect, two techniques were used to evaluate the error.18
Guttman's coefficient of reproducibility was equal to .97, well above the arbitrary minimum of .90.19 Menzel's coefficient of scalability produced a value of .76, again surpassing the suggested minimum, .60-.65. 20 The data therefore clearly demonstrate a scale among six of the eight tested items: punishment, government, education, religion, economy, and written language vary together to form a unidimensional array.
In conclusion, the demonstration of unidimensionality among six characteristics is evidence that the items constitute a scale. Since these qualities are all subsumable under folk urbanism, Gemeinschafl-Gesellschaft, and the other polar constructs of that order, the conclusion is that Redfield, T6nnies, et al. have indeed been describing a unidimensional phenomenon-societal complexity." Furthermore, this analysis has established a series of scale types or positions of societal complexity (Table 4) , which may be used to describe and arrange societies, as well as merely to sensitize observers, as some have claimed. The types characterize each culture as to the given variables; moreover, they allow comparison of the complexity of one culture with another. The result not only indicates the generalizability of cultural phenomena but provides suggestive material for constructing further theories of cultural form and process.
The variables themselves may also be systematically arranged, suggesting a whole set of diachronic hypotheses. Their arrangement in Table 4 might express the sequence of development as a society increases in complexity. Thus we might hypothesize that as a society of the least complex type became more complex, it would first adopt a money economy, then a formal legal system, full-time priests, educators, and government bureaucrats in that order, and, finally, a written language.
There is no reason to suppose that other items will not vary systematically with 
